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Letter 14  

Marin Conservation League 
Jana Haehl 
November 11, 2004 

 

14-1 The comment provides introductory remarks for subsequent comments. This comment is 
acknowledged. No further response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts 
of the project were raised.  

14-2 The comment states that CDC will need to make findings of overriding considerations related to 
visual resources if the project is approved. The comment is correct. If CDC decides to certify the 
EIR and approve the project, CDC will need to prepare Findings for each of the project’s 
significant environmental effects explaining the rationale for each finding (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091) and prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations that identifies 
the specific reasons for approving a project that results in significant effects that are not avoided 
or substantially lessened through mitigation (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093), which is 
the case for visual impacts. 

14-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate additional visual mitigation and suggests 
considering lower-wattage lighting, motion sensors, and berming. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 

14-4 The comment urges CDC to evaluate project impacts associated with emissions of carbon dioxide 
and greenhouse gases. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (the agency 
responsible for overseeing air quality) does not require a specific analysis for evaluating project-
generated greenhouse gas emissions. However, greenhouse gases were analyzed indirectly 
through the evaluation of localized and regional pollutants in the Draft EIR.  

 The analysis evaluates regional emissions of precursors to ozone, one of the principle compounds 
contributing to global warming, including oxides of nitrogen. Other greenhouse gases that were 
not analyzed, such as methane, would not be generated by the project.  

 Because emissions and ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide have decreased greatly in 
recent years and no exceedances of the State or national carbon monoxide standards have been 
recorded at any of the region’s monitoring stations since 1991, the BAAQMD does not require an 
analysis of regional carbon monoxide emissions. Localized carbon monoxide concentrations are 
only a concern in relation to increased operation of mobile sources. The Draft EIR evaluated 
potential areas of heavy traffic volumes and congestion and determined that localized carbon 
monoxide concentrations would not exceed significance thresholds and no significant impacts 
would occur. Please refer to Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” for a discussion of the project’s air 
quality impacts. 

14-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze the effects of high-intensity lighting on the 
neighboring Corte Madera Marshlands. Please refer to response to comment 9-42. 

14-6 The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that implementation of mitigation 
measures would reduce the project’s potential electrified fence impacts on birds to a less-than-
significant level. CDC disagrees. Please refer to response to comment 9-43. No new evidence is 
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provided in this or in other comments that suggest the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is 
incorrect. 

14-7 The comment states that the project contributes to the need to construct new water supply facilities, 
and the Draft EIR incorrectly presumes that available water supply will increase through 
construction of a desalination plant. The comment also states that the Draft EIR should analyze 
potential environmental impacts of constructing the desalination plant. The desalination plant is not 
needed to serve the project. If it is never built, the proposed project would still be able to proceed 
under its existing water entitlements with MMWD. Please refer to response to comment 9-37. 

14-8 The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion regarding electricity impacts. The 
comment also states that CDC should serve as an example for state-of-the-art energy-efficient 
design and material technologies and the project should incorporate new building standards 
pursuant to AB 270.  

 Please refer to responses to comments 9-59, 9-60, and 9-61 regarding energy use, and response to 
comment 11-3 for a discussion of economic impacts. No information is provided in this or in 
other comments that suggest that the analysis presented Draft EIR is incorrect.  

14-9 The comment states that the Draft EIR contains confusing numerical information and lacks data 
relating to traffic impacts, but no specific inaccuracies are identified. Because no specific issues 
pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further response can be provided. 

 The comment also states that the Draft EIR limits analysis to additional trips resulting from 
increased prisoner population and that even small trip increases can create significant impacts. The 
comment is correct that the transportation analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Section 4.12) 
evaluates the traffic impacts associated with employee and operational trips associated with the 
proposed CIC. CDC also agrees that small increases in vehicle trips on local roadways could result 
in significant impacts, depending on the site-specific roadway conditions present at the time a 
project is constructed. In the case of the proposed project, the Draft EIR concluded that all study 
area intersections would operate acceptably, with the exception of the Main Street/I-580 eastbound 
on/off-ramp intersection. Mitigation has been recommended in the Draft EIR to reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level. Please refer to response to comment 10-11. 

14-10 The comment states that the project would create added traffic delays to existing conditions. This 
comment is acknowledged and has been evaluated in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR. Because no 
specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further response can be provided. As to 
the comment regarding maintaining current trip generation, the traffic analysis was based on 
worst-case, maximum inmate capacity conditions. CDC intends to operate the prison, including 
the CIC, at budgeted capacity, which is equivalent to current conditions. Also, please see Section 
1.5 of this document, as well as Master Response 3, which explain that the proposed project 
would have fewer staff, and therefore less effect on the transportation system, than determined in 
the Draft EIR. 

14-11 The comment states that current trip levels could be maintained if the project were built as part of 
an existing prison where transportation infrastructure could absorb the added trips. This comment 
appears to suggest relocation of the project. With regard to relocation of the project, please refer 
to Master Response 1. 

14-12 The comment states that the Draft EIR is silent on the realities of the high cost of housing near 
the prison, which results in long commutes for prison staff and adds to regional congestion, air 
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pollution, and fuel consumption. CDC disagrees. As stated in the Draft EIR (see page 4.10-7), 
there is no question that housing prices are high in Marin County; as a result, employees would 
need to commute to the site from surrounding counties. 

 The transportation analysis prepared for the Draft EIR considered regional commute patterns of 
existing staff at SQSP and bases commute patterns and trip assumptions for new employees on 
this data. Furthermore, the air quality analysis evaluated mobile-source emissions based on 
transportation data prepared for the EIR (included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR). Please refer 
to Section 4.2 (“Air Quality”) and 4.12 (“Transportation”) of the Draft EIR. Because no specific 
issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further response can be provided. 

14-13 The comment states that the northbound traffic at the intersection of Highway 101 and I-580 
should be included in the traffic analysis. Please refer to response to comment 10-16.  

14-14 The comment states that timing for construction traffic associated with the project should be 
reviewed against the likely timing for construction traffic associated with the Richmond–San 
Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project, San Rafael Gap Closure Project, Larkspur’s widening of 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and construction of a new interchange at Highway 101. CDC 
acknowledges that construction schedules of major infrastructure projects (such at the Richmond–
San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project) could result in greater temporary traffic impacts than 
those identified for each of those projects individually. However, of the projects identified in the 
comment, only the Richmond–San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project is currently under 
construction. Because of the long construction schedule associated with this project, it is likely 
that construction traffic associated with the proposed CIC would occur simultaneously with this 
project. The timing and funding status for the remaining projects is uncertain, and it is unknown 
when these projects would actually be implemented. Regarding construction traffic associated 
with the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge project, this project is currently under construction and 
construction-related vehicle trips are accounted for in existing condition vehicle traffic counts 
conducted for the project. Therefore, the project’s construction trips would be additive to existing 
condition trips at local intersections, but inclusive of the bridge project construction traffic. As 
described in response to comment 14-15 below, the project’s construction trips would be limited 
to a maximum of 90 trips during any one peak hour. With this limitation, the project’s 
construction impacts would be less than significant. 

14-15 The comment states that the Draft EIR should explain the nature of work demanding 600 
construction workers that later drops to 150 workers and stipulate how many trips per day each 
worker would make. The comment also states that the contractor should be required to measure 
and report traffic counts and take necessary measures to stay below the maximum daily trips 
determined in the Draft EIR. 

 Regarding construction activities, construction of the CIC would generally proceed in one of 
three construction phases: site preparation/utility installation, building construction, project 
closeout. The site preparation/utility construction phase would generally account for 20% 
(approximately 5–6 months) of the overall construction schedule and would involve building 
demolition, site grading, and utility (i.e., infrastructure) construction. The building construction 
phase is typically the most intensive phase of construction and would involve the simultaneous 
construction of all buildings on-site including mechanical equipment, plumbing, and electrical 
facilities. All building trades (e.g., framers, roofers, plumber, electricians, and specialty trades) 
would be on-site during this period. This construction period typically accounts for 60 % (16 to 
18 months) of the construction period. Within this phase of development, there typically is a peak 
maximum period where several activities occur at a high level simultaneously. This peak period 
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is expected to last 6 to 8 months. The final closeout phase of project construction is generally the 
least intensive phase and involves activities that refine or put the final touches on proposed 
facilities (e.g., painting, fixture installation). This phase typically accounts for 20% (5 to 6 
months) of the construction period. The following table presents an estimate of the number of 
construction workers that would commute to the site for each of the construction periods. 

Construction Period Construction Workers 
Site Preparation/Utility Construction 100–200 
Building Construction 250–550 

(maximum = 500–550 workers for 6 to 8 months) 
Project Closeout  100–150 
Source: CDC 2005 

 

 Regarding daily trips, construction personnel would typically generate two one-way daily trips: 
one trip arriving to the site and one trip departing from the site. Other construction activities (i.e., 
delivery of construction vehicles, equipment, and supplies) would also be generated during the 
construction period.  

 To provide additional information regarding construction-related vehicle trips and their effect on 
study area roadways and intersections, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine how 
many additional vehicle trips could be added to the local roadway network before triggering 
additional impacts not previously identified and analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a threshold 
was determined for the roadway network; if the project would result in vehicle trips that exceed 
this threshold, mitigation would be required to constrain the construction traffic to below that 
threshold.  

 The sensitivity analysis included evaluation of all study area intersections. The peak-hour periods 
used in the analysis included the weekday a.m., (7:00–8:00 a.m.) midday (12 p.m.–2 p.m.), and p.m. 
(5:00–6:00 p.m.) peak-hours (Appendix I). These times correspond to traffic counts and peaking 
characteristics known, observed, and used in preparation of the traffic analysis for the project. 
Based on existing LOS and roadway volumes of study area intersections, it was determined that the 
project could generate up to 99 peak-hour trips to and from the project site, and traffic impacts 
associated with the project (i.e., LOS and average delays) would be the same as reported in Section 
4.12 of the Draft EIR; the significance of traffic impacts would not change. Peak-hour trips in 
excess of 99 trips could potentially result in significant and adverse traffic impacts. Because of the 
high variability in construction activities that would occur at the project site, it is unknown whether 
the project would generate more than 99 peak hour trips, but it is reasonable to assume this situation 
could occur. Therefore, to ensure that project construction activities would not result in significant 
traffic impacts, the following language has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.12-b of the Draft 
EIR. This change is reflected in Chapter 4.0, “Changes and Corrections to the Draft EIR,” of this 
document and does not alter or otherwise change the impact conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

 Page 4.12-27, Mitigation Measure 4.12-b has been changed as follows: 

4.12-b: Construction-Related Traffic Impacts 

• Construction employee arrival and departure schedules shall be staggered 
so they do not coincide with are minimized during adjacent street peak 
hours (7:00 a.m.–9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.–6:00 p.m.). 
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• CDC, or its construction contractors, shall develop a construction vehicle 
traffic plan before start of any construction activities. This plan will 
identify measures and operating strategies that will be put in place to 
ensure that the total number of peak hour construction vehicles accessing 
the project site does not exceed 90 vehicles in any one peak hour (i.e., 
7:00–9:00 a.m.; 4:00–6:00 p.m.). Specific measures may include 
implementing a traffic management plan that limits construction vehicles 
to no more than 90 peak-hour trips and designating appropriate existing 
off-site ridesharing lots outside project area study areas where 
construction personnel would park and be bussed to the site in large 
groups. Only vehicles with authorized permits would be allowed to 
access the site directly – CDC will control the number of permits issued 
in coordination with the selected construction contractor. CDC will be 
responsible for enforcing these conditions. With implementation of these 
measures, the project’s construction-related vehicle trips would not result 
in any additional transportation impacts other than those described for 
the project and mitigated in the Draft EIR, with a margin of error 
included in the analysis. 

• The long-term traffic improvements referenced in 4.12-a would result in 
the installation of traffic signals at the Main Street I-580 on/off-ramps 
intersection (see 4.12-a). CDC would pay fair share of full cost for 
improvements before the initiation of proposed project building 
construction. CDC will coordinate with Caltrans and Marin County 
regarding the design, siting, and installation of this traffic signal. 
Because this intersection will not be substantially used during 
construction (west gate is the primary access), it is not essential that the 
signal is installed until the CIC is operational and SQSP employment 
increases above current levels. 

14-16 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate traffic impacts during construction at the 
same level of detail as project-generated traffic. The comment also states that if a high percentage 
of trips are destined to Marin, Contra Costa, or Sonoma County gravel, asphalt, and concrete 
suppliers, the impacts of these trips should be determined.  

 Construction impacts are short term, especially peak construction. Nevertheless, please refer to 
response to comment 14-15. 

 Regarding regional traffic impacts, please refer to response to comment 10-16. 

14-17 The comment states that traffic counts and subsequent delays depicted in the Draft EIR do not 
reflect observable congestion at key intersections. The data presented in the Draft EIR is based on 
data provided by local jurisdictions (e.g., City of San Rafael, City of Larkspur), and observed and 
measured data collected in March 2004. 

 The comment states that the Draft EIR should explain how the observable congestion that backs up 
from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to U.S. 101 is listed as operating at LOS C and questions why 
improvements are planned for this intersection if it is operating at LOS C. The comment appears to 
reference the intersection of U.S. 101 northbound on/off-ramps/Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. As 
described in this Draft EIR, modeling performed for the project (according to City of Larkspur 
modeling methodologies) indicates that with the project this intersection would operate at LOS C 
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under all peak hour-conditions (Table 4.12-6 of the Draft EIR). Under existing conditions, the City of 
Larkspur’s General Plan indicates LOS C for this intersection, as well. However, under cumulative 
conditions, the City’s General Plan indicates that this intersection would operate unacceptably and, 
therefore, mitigation has been recommended to improve it. 

 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include a comparison of traffic study results used by 
Larkspur and Caltrans, but does not reference those studies. The traffic analysis was prepared using 
methodology prescribed by the City of Larkspur (see page 4.12-11 of the Draft EIR). Furthermore, the 
City of Larkspur and Caltrans have not provided any comments that disagree with the results provided.  

14-18 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include a traffic operations study for the traffic 
signal proposed for Main Street/I-580 eastbound on/off-ramps. Please refer to response to 
comment 10-11. As described therein, CDC will coordinate with Caltrans and Marin County 
regarding the signalization of this intersection. Caltrans is the agency responsible for 
appropriately siting the signal and for determining timing operations. Before installation of this 
signal, Caltrans will collect data (i.e., traffic counts) for use in signal design. Furthermore, 
adequate space exists for the queuing of vehicles along the on/off-ramps during peak hours, and 
no design alternations to these facilities would be required. 

14-19 The comment identifies Mitigation Measure 4.12-b and states that peak commute times are from 
6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., and that the Draft EIR should define how the proposed staggered start 
time (referenced in Mitigation Measure 4.12-b) would avoid impacts during peak hours. The 
traffic analysis determined peak commute times for area roadways based on traffic counts 
conducted for the project. The project’s peak hour (i.e., the hour where the highest volume of 
vehicles occurs) varied among the study area intersections, but fell within the 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m. time period. Therefore, the traffic analysis and mitigation were based on this time period, 
and project-related trips that occur outside this time period would avoid impacts. Please refer to 
response to comment 14-15.  

14-20 The comment recommends a new mitigation measure that requires determination of the regional 
impacts resulting from the housing patterns of existing SQSP workforce. Please refer to response 
to comment 14-12. 

14-21 The comment appears to recommend a new mitigation measure that requires developing a Traffic 
Demand Management Plan (TDM) for all SQSP operations. Please refer to response to comment 
14-15 regarding construction. Regarding operations, mitigation 4.12-a would reduce all traffic 
impacts to a less-than-significant level; additional measures are not needed. 

14-22 The comment states that the routing and schedules for GGBHTD bus service should be updated 
to reflect current operations. Please refer to response to comment 9-66. 

14-23 The comment states that clarification of Table 4.12-5 is required and asks how the trip rate per 
employee of 0.11 was determined. The comment also states that all tables should define units of 
measure for all factors. 

 Regarding clarification of Table 4.12-5, the trip rate was calculated using employees as the 
independent variable because this is a known quantity for existing (1,612 employees) and future 
(2,260 employees at maximum capacity) conditions at SQSP. The trip rate includes consideration of 
factors such as all trip purposes (e.g., employees vs. visitors) and was calculated for each peak-hour 
period. Employees were assigned to each peak period based on existing watch (shift) assignments, 
and this number was multiplied by the trip rate to calculated project trips. The trip rate per employee 

EDAW  San Quentin State Prison 
Comments and Responses to Comments 3-156 Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR 



of 0.11 was calculated based on the total number of inbound and outbound vehicles during the a.m. 
peak hour divided by the maximum number of employees on-duty during the a.m. shift (1,169). 
Based on the traffic counts conducted for the project, a total of 90 inbound and 38 outbound 
vehicles (total of 128) access east gate during the a.m. peak hour, resulting in a trip rate of 0.11 
when divided by the total number of employees (128 divided by 1,169 equals 0.11). 

As described in Section 1.5 of this document and Master Response 3, maximum employment 
would be approximately 3% less than described in the Draft EIR as a result of conversion of the 
H-Unit. Consequently, traffic impacts would also be less. CDC did not calculate what the 
reduction in impacts would be, and instead has committed to implementation of the same 
mitigation measures as identified in the Draft EIR. 

14-24 The comment states that traffic volumes and percentages should be shown in Exhibit 4.12-11. 
The purpose of Exhibit 4.12-11 is to show the distribution percentages of project trips along study 
area roadways. Figure 14 and of Appendix G shows the distribution of project trips by study area 
intersections for weekday and weekend peak-hour periods. 

14-25 The comment states that the trip generation source data needs clarification and references the 
Draft Traffic Study Table 6 and Figure 14. The comment is unclear in its comparison, but appears 
to compare the sum of the total trips provided in Table 5 with a sum of all the trip numbers for 
each intersection presented in Figure 14 (Appendix G). This comparison is not appropriate. 
Figure 14 presents weekday peak-hour trips generated by the project at each of the study 
intersections. The directions of approach and departure trips were determined based on the 
existing roadway network, the locations of the proposed access points, travel patterns, and 
locations of complementary land uses. Depending on individual travel patterns, one employee 
vehicle that departs or approaches the project site could result in a peak-hour trip assignment to 
multiple study area intersections. Therefore, comparison of total project trips to peak-hour trips at 
each of the study intersections is not appropriate. 

14-26 The comment states that Table 4.12-7 needs clarification because trip generation calculations are 
not the same as those in Table 4.12-5. The comment inappropriately compares the data presented 
in Tables 4.12-7 and 4.12-5. Table 4.12-5 presents anticipated project trip generation during the 
four peak hour periods evaluated for the project. Table 4.12-7 presents the peak hour trips (all 4 
peak hours) by study area intersection. The comment has apparently summed all of the trips for 
all study intersections for all peak periods (total of 74) and compared that number to 166, which 
is not referenced in either of the tables. Because the comment is unclear in its comparison, no 
further response can be provided.  

14-27 The comment states that the Draft EIR should determine the maximum allowable trips for 
workers. The comment implies that construction personnel should limit the number of 
construction vehicles accessing the site. The comment also states that tool storage should be 
provided. 

 Regarding construction trips, please refer to response to comment 14-15.  

 Regarding tool storage, CDC will identify appropriate construction staging areas on the project 
site where construction equipment and tools could be safely and securely stored during project 
construction. 
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14-28 The comment states that the details of trip counts for workers and the number of freight hauling 
trucks for the entire duration of the construction project should be provided. Please refer to 
response to comment 14-15. 

14-29 The comment states that data presented in Exhibit 5-2 implies a second lane would be built from 
Larkspur Landing Circle to I-580 and the Draft EIR does not mention this addition. The comment 
does not reference a specific intersection or roadway segment, but it is assumed the comment is 
referring to intersection number 6 (Sir Francis Drake Boulevard/west gate). Exhibit 5-2 presents 
cumulative project traffic volumes during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Therefore, the 
project in combination with cumulative projects would result in traffic volumes presented in this 
exhibit. The Draft EIR does not imply that a second lane would be constructed along Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard. Rather, it acknowledges that this intersection currently operates unacceptably 
and will continue to operate unacceptably in the future with or without the project (page 5-17 of 
the Draft EIR). Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further 
response can be provided. 

14-30 The comment concludes the letter. This comment is acknowledged. No further response is needed. 
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Letter 15  

San Rafael Chamber of Commerce 
Elissa Giambastiani 
November 10, 2004 

 

15-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives sites is inadequate. The comment 
does not provide rationale as to why the alternatives analysis is inadequate, so no further response 
can be provided. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

15-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze alternatives that consider construction of 
the CIC next to an existing facility and a reduced size alternative. Please refer to Master Response 
1 and responses to comments 9-20 and 9-21.  

15-3 The comment states that the visual mitigation recommended in the Draft EIR is inadequate and 
disagrees with the impact conclusions for the Corte Madera viewshed. The comment does not 
provide rationale as to why the visual mitigation and analysis is inadequate, so no further 
response can be provided. Please refer to Master Response 2 and responses to comments 11-8, 
11-9, 11-10, and 18-2.  

15-4 The comment states that the project is incompatible with the Marin County San Quentin Vision 
Plan and suggests this conflict be discussed in the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment 9-47. 

15-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze where additional water supplies will come 
from if MMWD is unable to build the desalinization plant or to find new sources of water. Please 
refer to response to comment 9-37. 

15-6 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR incorrectly states there is a sufficient employment base 
and housing supply in the local area to construct and operate the CIC locally, but does not provide 
any evidence to support this assertion. Please see response to comment 9-50. Regarding where 
employees currently live, contrary to the comment that almost 50% of employees live in 
Sacramento County, the total is only 9% (see Draft EIR Table 4.10-1). 

15-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze traffic impacts associated with new 
employees commuting to the site. The comment also implies that the regional traffic impacts of 
the project have not been evaluated because the Draft EIR was not submitted to the Marin County 
Congestion Management Agency (CMA). 

 Regarding evaluation of the project’s regional transportation impacts, the Draft EIR evaluated 
transportation-related impacts associated with employees of the CIC (648 employees) commuting 
to and from the project site. Issue areas addressed included intersection level of service of study 
area roadways, parking, and on-site circulation. As described on page 4.12-21 of the Draft EIR, 
the project would result in 31 p.m. peak hour trips (8 inbound/23outbound), which is substantially 
below Marin County’s Congestion Management Program’s (CMP) threshold (i.e., 100 p.m. peak 
hour trips) for preparation of a CMP analysis. Please also refer to responses to comments 10-16 
and 10-23. 

 Regarding submittal of the Draft EIR to the Marin County CMA, please refer to response to 
comment 9-34. 
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Letter 16  

Residents of the Greenbrae Boardwalk 
November 10, 2004 

 

16-1 The comment requested a meeting with CDC to discuss the environmental impacts of the project. 
CDC responded to the comment’s request and attended a meeting with representatives of 
Greenbrae Boardwalk on December 16, 2004. At the meeting, representatives of the Boardwalk 
presented similar views as those expressed in the comments. Since the meeting, and in response 
to these and other comments, CDC has sought to improve the architecture of the CIC. Please see 
Master Response 2. 

16-2 The comment states that Dairy Hill should be preserved on-site. At the December 16, 2004, 
meeting, CDC discussed and depicted the various constraints involved in planning the CIC, as 
well as the various unsuccessful attempts to design a facility to avoid removal of Dairy Hill. 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  

16-3 Please refer to response to comment 16-1. 
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Letter 17  

 

Marin Association of Realtors 
Edward Segal 
November 12, 2004 

 

17-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised.  

17-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate other alternatives. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

17-3 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised.  
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Letter 18  

Monahan Pacific Corporation 
Victor Gonzalez 
November 11, 2004 

 

18-1 The comment requests that Section 3.3 and Exhibits 4.1-1 and 4.4-1 be modified to incorporate a 
new residential subdivision that is approved and under construction east of the project site. The 
comment states that this new residential subdivision is located adjacent to SQSP’s western 
property line. Although the comment is correct that this subdivision is located adjacent to 
property owned by SQSP (SQSP Gun Ranges 3 and 4), it is not located adjacent to the western 
property line of the CIC project site. The residential subdivision the comment references is 
located approximately 0.5 mile west of the SQSP west gate entrance.  

 With regard to modification of the text and exhibits of the Draft EIR, Section 3.3 is intended to 
provide a general description of land uses immediately adjacent to the CIC project site, and 
Exhibit 4.1-l identifies the representative viewpoints used in the Draft EIR visual analysis. The 
residential subdivision is neither located adjacent to the CIC project site nor is it a location of a 
representative viewpoint and, therefore, no changes to the text of the Draft EIR are necessary. 
Exhibit 4.4-1 has been modified to identify the new residential subdivision. The revised exhibit is 
presented in Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR.” Exhibit 5-1, which depicts 
cumulative projects, shows Drake’s Cove in a different location than proposed, and this 
discrepancy has also been corrected in Chapter 4. In spite of this graphical error, the cumulative 
analysis considered the actual location of Drake’s Cove. These revisions do not alter the analysis 
or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

 The comment also states that the Draft EIR should evaluate impacts to future residents of the 
subdivision and the future park (Miwok Park) that will be located within the subdivision. CEQA 
requires an EIR to evaluate the project’s environmental impacts on conditions present at the time 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project is published (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125[a]) and further states that “this environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” At the 
time the NOP for the project was published, only minor earthwork activities had occurred at the 
comment’s residential subdivision and Miwok Park. SQSP has been a prison for 150 years, and the 
comment proposed and received approval for a development on property adjacent to the exiting 
prison property. The proposed CIC replaces other prison uses at SQSP and would not alter any 
conditions pertaining to compatibility of uses. Regarding impacts to the Drake’s Cove project and 
the park, none are expected because of the continuation of use of the project site for prison uses and 
the distance (0.5 miles) between the CIC and Drake’s Cove. The comment’s residential subdivision 
was, however, considered in the Cumulative Impacts discussion (Chapter 5) of the Draft EIR. 
Please refer to Table 5-1, item 6.  

18-2 The comment states that the visual simulations 4.1-4a, b, and c do not show current conditions and 
that the visual simulations should show the future residential subdivision massing. Exhibit 4.1-4a is 
a photographic exhibit of the existing views of SQSP from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal and 
represent the visual conditions at the time the photograph was taken (March 2004). Construction 
activities at the comment’s residential subdivision were either not underway or were not visible 
from this viewpoint. With regard to the comment’s request to visually simulate the residential 
subdivision in Exhibits 4.1-4 b and c, the purpose of these visual simulations is to approximate the 
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visual changes that would occur at the project site under day and nighttime conditions. Adding the 
future residences to the viewshed would not alter the views of the project. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 

18-3 The comment indicates a preference for the No Project Alternative followed by the Stacked 
Design Option. This comment is acknowledged. Neither option would be substantially visible, if 
at all, from the subject viewpoint. Please see Master Response 2. 

18-4 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR defers mitigation for visual impacts. The Draft EIR 
analysis and recommended mitigation fully complies with the requirements of CEQA. The Draft 
EIR recommends and describes feasible mitigation that could be implemented by CDC to reduce 
the project’s significant visual impacts. The Draft EIR also simulates the recommended 
mitigation design concepts to visually depict how the recommended measures would reduce the 
project’s visual impacts (please refer to Exhibits 4.1-11 and 4.1-12). Visual mitigation has not 
been deferred to a later date as is suggested by the comment. Rather, CDC has indicated that the 
final details of the mitigating design elements will be determined through the design process, 
which complies with the requirements of CEQA. CDC readily acknowledges some mitigation 
concepts may not be feasible; however, CDC is not proposing to defer mitigation. Furthermore, 
CDC acknowledges that the visual resources impact is significant and unavoidable. Please refer to 
Master Response 2. 

18-5 The comment summarizes the requirements of CEQA regarding preparation of a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. This comment is acknowledged. As described in Master Response 2, 
CDC is responding to public input over aesthetic concerns by exploring designs that enhance the 
facility’s architectural detail. These design elements add approximately $1.5 million to the overall 
cost of the project. No further response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental 
impacts of the project were raised. 

18-6 The comment provides suggestions for visual mitigation that could be implemented at SQSP. This 
comment is acknowledged. Please refer to Master Response 2 and response to comment 18-5. 

18-7 The comment provides suggestions for visual mitigation related to lighting. This comment is 
acknowledged. Please refer to Master Response 2 and response to comment 11-11. 

18-8 The comment provides suggestions for visual mitigation related to massing. This comment is 
acknowledged. Please refer to Master Response 2. 
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Letter 19  

American Institute of Architects, San Francisco Chapter 
Anthony Catsimatides 
November 15, 2004 

 

19-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate alternate locations for the project. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. 

19-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly states there is a sufficient employment base and 
local housing supply. Please refer to responses to comments 9-26, 9-50, and 15-6. 

19-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider environmental impacts to the Corte 
Madera Marsh but does not provide any details of how the project could affect this resource. The 
Draft EIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the project in the resource areas (i.e., biological, 
water quality, visual) and physical locations where they would occur (i.e., at or adjacent to SQSP). 
To the degree that the project would affect the resources of the Corte Madera Marsh (i.e., water 
quality, biological resources), these issues have been addressed in the resource sections of the Draft 
EIR. Also, please see response to comment 9-42 and Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. 

19-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the lighting impacts of the project. CDC 
disagrees. Section 4.1, “Visual Resources,” of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the project 
nighttime lighting impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2. 

19-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide a realistic traffic study, but does not 
indicate why the analysis in the Draft EIR is not adequate. The Draft EIR analyzes the project’s 
potential transportation and circulation impacts. Please refer to Section 4.12 (“Transportation”) of 
the Draft EIR. Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further 
response can be provided. 

19-6 The comment recommends that the full costs of the project be considered before project approval. 
This comment is acknowledged. Although the costs of the project are an important factor when 
considering approval of a project, the costs of the project are not relevant to the discussion of the 
project’s environmental impacts, and an evaluation of the economic impacts of a project is not 
required by CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382). Furthermore, renovation of existing 
facilities is physically infeasible; see Master Response 1. 

19-7 The comment provides a concluding statement regarding the EIR process. This comment is 
acknowledged. CDC takes its responsibilities under CEQA seriously and is implementing all 
feasible mitigation measures. As shown in these responses to comments, CDC has modified the 
project to address issues raised. In particular, CDC is considering modifying the appearance of the 
project as a response to comments received on the design of the buildings. See Master Response 2.  
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